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Abstract001

In expressing emotions, as an expression form002
separate from natural language, we propose003
an alternative form that complements natu-004
ral language, acting as a proxy or window005
for emotional states. First, we set up an ex-006
pression form "Effect of Contradictory Struc-007
ture(EoCoS)." EoCoS is not static but dy-008
namic. Effect in EoCoS is unpleasant or009
pleasant, and the orientation to avoid that un-010
pleasantness is considered pseudo-expression011
of will. Second, EoCoSs can be overlapped012
with each other. This overlapping operation013
is called "montage." A broader "Structure"014
that includes related EoCoSs and "Effect of015
Structure (EoS)" are set up. Montage pro-016
duces EoS. This process is called "EoS pro-017
cess." In montage, it is necessary to set some-018
thing like "strength," so we adopt Deleuze019
and Deleuze/Guattari(DG)’s word "intensity"020
and set it as an element of our model. We021
set up a general theoretical framework -022
Word Import(Transplant,Graft) Between Sys-023
tems (Models) - and justify the import of024
"intensity" through Austin’s use of the word025
"force." EoS process is demonstrated using the026
example of proceeding to the next level of ed-027
ucation. 1028

1 Introduction029

Natsume (1909) wrote, "How can we explain the030

emotions we derive from a literary work using tan-031

gible words or symbols?" "The only way is to032

break it down." "Breaking down emotions is ex-033

tremely difficult."034

This difficulty remains unchanged to this day.035

We propose a conceptual tool to alleviate this036

difficulty and opacity. This tool consists of037

three elements: "Effect of Contradictory Struc-038

ture(EoCoS)," montage, and "Effect of Struc-039

ture(EoS)."040
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EoS process is expressed in two stages. First, 041

"Effect of Contradictory Structure (EoCoS)" is ex- 042

pressed (Figure 1). EoCoS is considered to be able 043

to express contradictions. When in a contradictory 044

state, EoCoS is in a state of unpleasant and aims 045

to cross border to avoid unpleasant, while when 046

not in a contradictory state, it aims not to cross 047

border. To emphasize this aspect, it can also be 048

called "Cross Border Form (CBF)." "Orientation 049

to avoid unpleasant" can be considered a pseudo- 050

expression of "will." "Intensity" is set up in Eo- 051

CoS. 052

Figure 1: Effect of Contradictory Structure (EoCoS)

Second, EoCoSs are superimposed on each 053

other.This superimposition process is called "mon- 054

tage." In montage, the phenomenon of "sameness" 055

occupies a privileged position. The following is 056

set up: An "action" occurs between "same" Eo- 057

CoS, and they are "strengthened." And between 058

"opposite" EoCoS within the same subject, "ac- 059

tion" also occurs. In EoS after montage, by setting 060

up influence thresholds, the scope of effect can be 061

made clear. 062

"Intensity" is imported from the model (sys- 063

tem) of Deleuze (1968) and Deleuze and Guattari 064

(1980) and is closely related to the word "force." 065

Deleuze (1986) organized Foucault (1975)’s the- 066

ory about "micro-power." Incorporating Austin, 067

Foucault’s approach to prison, Hjelmslev (1943)’s 068

"form of content" and Stoic theory, Deleuze and 069
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Guattari (1980) constructed a new linguistics. The070

model of Deleuze and DG contain many neolo-071

gisms. We need to verify whether "intensity" can072

be imported (transplanted, grafted) into our model073

without conflicting with these neologisms. Such074

verification forms a general theoretical framework075

- Word Import Between Systems. We investigate076

the correspondence between Austin’s "illocution-077

ary force" and Deleuze’s "map of relations be-078

tween forces."079

In summary, our contributions are as follows:080

• We propose an expression form EoCoS081

which makes emotions more visible.082

• EoCoS can be considered as pseudo-083

expression of will.084

• Montage of EoCoSs is able to clarify the085

scope of effect (e.g., the scope of influence086

of demonstrative pronouns).087

• We introduce a general theoretical frame-088

work - Word Import(Transplant,Graft) Be-089

tween Sytems(Models).090

• We investigate the similarity between091

Austin’s "force" and Deleuze’s "force."092

2 Ability to express emotional states093

We examine three examples and one metaphor to094

see whether or not it is necessary to express emo-095

tional states.096

– Example 1 –097

Below is the Spanish folktale "Fox and098

Chicken" (NHK-Publishing, 2022).099

One day, a chicken saw a fox approach-100

ing him. To escape, the chicken climbed101

a tree and croaked. "Cock-a-doodle-102

doo!" The fox looked up toward the103

sound and asked the chicken, "Why did104

you climb so high? Are you scared of105

me?" "Yes, yes." "Well, there’s no need106

to be scared of me. Because, a new107

rule has just been put in place to help us108

all get along without hurting each other.109

Don’t you know that 01 ?" "No, I don’t."110

"Then, come down. I’ll tell you that 02111

."112

Set the following:113

- A - 114

(1) make the fox speak more politely. 115

(2) make the fox a young child, or, taking the 116

anthropomorphism further, make the fox a legal 117

scholar. 118

(3) make the fox’s speech more rough. 119

- B - 120

This story is read by two people, P and Q, and 121

P asks Q the following questions. 122

(1) What does that 01 refer to? (What is the con- 123

tent of that 01 ?) 124

(2) What does that 02 refer to? (What is the con- 125

tent of that 02 ?) 126

- C - 127

What will be "Q’s mental state" when P asks Q 128

the question B? Note that "Q’s mental state" refers 129

to everything that occurred as a result of P’s ques- 130

tion. 131

Around the verb "know" in the fox’s utterance, 132

"Don’t you know that 01 ?" , the more rough the 133

fox’s speech becomes, the more "unpleasant" be- 134

comes prominent due to some kind of "contradic- 135

tion." In our daily lives, not "knowing" about an 136

enacted law is generally an "unpleasant" state. The 137

person may also be blamed. The that 01 is the ob- 138

ject of "know," very close to the state of "know." 139

Therefore, that 01 is bound within the realm of the 140

"contradiction" involving "know." And could it be 141

said that that 01 is bound by the "intensity" of the 142

"contradiction" involving "know"? When a fox 143

speaks very politely, or is a legal scholar, the in- 144

tensity of the contradiction involving "know" may 145

be reduced. 146

Natural language does not have a hook that can 147

directly and explicitly describe the differences in 148

effects of changes in (1), (2), and (3) of setting A. 149

This characteristic is thought to be an indicator of 150

the ability to express emotions. 151

– Example 2 – 152

Picture the following story in the form of a con- 153

versation. 154

A family goes on a trip together once 155

a year. The parents promised to take 156

their toddler to an amusement park. Just 157

before the trip, the parents received the 158

passing of a close relative, and the trip 159

had to be cancelled for the funeral. To 160

the toddler, whatever the reason for can- 161

cellation, that’s just a promise broken. 162
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When the parents told their toddler that163

they couldn’t go on the trip, the toddler164

burst into tears and said, "Breaking a165

promise is bad, and you’re a liar. I hate166

you." The parents had a hard time calm-167

ing their toddler.168

There are seven utterances:169

u1. promise to take their toddler to an amuse-170

ment park171

u2. receive news of the death of a close relative172

u3. tell we can’t go to an amusement park173

u4. you’re wrong for breaking our promise174

u5. you’re a liar175

u6. I hate you176

u7. calm their toddler177

For the seven utterances, we can distinguish be-178

tween the speaker and the listener, and between the179

feelings before and after the utterance, there are 7180

x 2 x 2 = 28 feelings.181

This story contains a promise. The trip cancel-182

lation is not unreasonable because it involves the183

death of a person. This story involves differing pri-184

orities. In this difference, emotions play a central185

role, and the social system is deeply involved.186

Before u3, when we think "the trip cancellation187

is unavoidable," the notion "unavoidable" may be188

perceived as a real existence, but it may be a fab-189

rication created by grammatical influence. If we190

think of "unavoidable" as a situation, then that191

"unavoidable" may represent, or be an effect of,192

the tension between the toddler’s sadness and the193

funeral.194

In this event, what are the different elements in-195

volved? Can the above "unavoidable" be counted196

as an element? Are those elements finite? Is it197

possible to list all the elements involved and the198

relation between those elements?199

– Example 3 –200

The following is taken from Derrida (1980)’s201

essay discussing Poe "The Purloined Letter."202

It was a freak of fancy in my friend (for203

what else shall I call it?) to be enam-204

ored of the Night for her own sake; and205

into this bizarrerie, as into all his oth-206

ers, I quietly fell; giving myself up to his207

wild whims with a perfect abandon. The208

sable divinity would not herself dwell209

with us always; but we could counterfeit210

her presence.211

How do readers perceive the repetition of words 212

that describe "strangeness" ? Does this repetition 213

of "strangeness" contribute anything ? 214

It is not simply a repetition of "my" friend’s 215

"strangeness," but it is accompanied by the im- 216

age of "me" being drawn into that strangeness. To 217

be drawn in means that "I" have crossed a border 218

into the direction of what is pleasant. This reiter- 219

ate, which begins with "love for the night," is on 220

the pleasant side. Does the intensity of the night 221

grow stronger ? Does the intensity grow until 222

they finally counterfeit the night to keep it close ? 223

Does the repetition of "strangeness" prepare read- 224

ers fully for accepting the counterfeit ? 225

– Metaphor 1 – 226

Picture five ladles. The ladles contain water, but 227

in different amounts. When we make a promise, 228

the water in one ladle represents the effort re- 229

quired to fulfill the promise, and the water in the 230

second ladle represents the direct disadvantages 231

of failing to fulfill it. Other factors are also in- 232

volved in a promise. Criticism when promises are 233

not fulfilled, the direct benefits received when a 234

promise is fulfilled, and the gratitude and praise 235

given by those involved for fulfilling the promise. 236

These five ladles can sometimes exist simultane- 237

ously. Criticism for failure cannot be separated 238

from the relationship between the critic and the 239

person being criticized, including their feelings 240

towards each other. Therefore, simply express- 241

ing negative emotions alone is insufficient to fully 242

convey the criticism. 243

Why did natural language settle into ("result 244

in") this form? Given the constraints of this 245

world, is there an abstract gradient involving 246

labor-saving, visual visibility, and ease of settling? 247

If an unsettling form exists, would its expres- 248

sive power and expressive efficiency be the same? 249

Does such expression form exist? 250

3 Effect of Contradictory Structure 251

3.1 Cross Border Form 252

EoCoS has the structure shown in Figure 1, and 253

includes the following items: subject, object, as- 254

pects of the subject, aspects of the object, and a 255

"pleasant" term. 256

EoCoS is a module that performs a refer- 257

ence(comparison, matching) between an "ideal 258

image" and an "actual image." The process from 259
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reference(comparison, matching) to resulting "ef-260

fect" is considered a single set within this module.261

As shown in the video 2, this module is not static262

but dynamic.263

EoCoS is strongly based on the motivation to264

directly express "perception of difference." This is265

based on Saussure’s hypothesis that the origin of266

meaning is "perception of difference." From the267

standpoint of the rights, when "perceiving differ-268

ences," it is fundamentally necessary to first com-269

pare the two entities.270

EoCoS is divided into two parts by a border, and271

all items are positioned on one side or the other of272

the border ("biased positioning"). All items are273

able to transition across border. When we empha-274

size the aspect of crossing border, we can also call275

EoCoS "Cross Border Form."276

We define "contiguity" as when items are on the277

same side of the border. If the object is something278

that is desired, [pleasant] marker is placed in "con-279

tiguity" to it. When the items are in the desired280

"contiguity" to each other, the diagram is called281

"ideal image." And the diagram showing the cur-282

rent state is called "actual image." The operation283

of comparing the two images is set up. If they284

match, the result is "pleasant," and if they don’t285

match, the result is "unpleasant."286

3.2 Expression of contradiction287

"Effect" primarily consists of either "pleasant" or288

"unpleasant" feeling, which arises from compari-289

son(reference) between ideal image and actual im-290

age. However, when a certain EoCoS is in a rela-291

tionship of contiguity, resemblance, or causation292

with another EoCoS, an interaction exists simulta-293

neously. Therefore, effect becomes a kind of mix-294

ture.295

In EoCoS, when comparing ideal image and ac-296

tual image, the inability to identify them, that is,297

the lack of identification, is considered to express298

a contradiction.299

3.3 Minimum configuration300

To minimize the module - EoCoS -, we considered301

how many types of relation exist. We tentatively302

adopted Hume (1739)’s hypothesis: three: resem-303

blance, contiguity, and causation. By constructing304

the module with elements that are as independent305

of each other as possible, similar to "basis" in sig-306

nal processing, we may be able to simplify and307
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minimize the module. 308

3.4 Pseudo-expression of will 309

We consider the orientation to avoid unpleasant, 310

which is a effect of contradictory structure, as a 311

pseudo-expression of will (Appendix J). 312

If the will can be segmented (separated or ex- 313

tracted) from events, it can be inferred as part of a 314

sequence of events. Such a form would allow for 315

inference similar to that used in natural language 316

processing. 317

3.5 Individual differences 318

EoCoS also has an affinity for modeling private 319

language use, miscommunication, and argument. 320

The shape of the EoCoS unit(component) may 321

be justifiable from the perspective of individual 322

differences. How can we model the unusual incli- 323

nations of a particular individual, inclinations that 324

are not typical and exist only in a very small num- 325

ber of people ? Do the desires share the common 326

characteristic of being a state of contradiction in 327

which desires are not satisfied ? Do they also share 328

the commonality of harboring contradictions and 329

seeking to transcend(cross) boundary(border) ? Is 330

the only difference the specific content to cross 331

border ? 332

A person in a critical condition due to ill- 333

ness, struggling to breathe, might, in their dis- 334

tress, strangely connect one event to another and 335

experience profound sadness. The associations 336

within that person’s mind may seem bizarre, but 337

the fact that such powerful mental images arose 338

during their suffering cannot be denied. For that 339

person, that sadness is very real. The dreams we 340

have while sleeping at night may have some simi- 341

larities to this example. 342

3.5.1 Conventional act 343

Individual differences and a phenomena that are 344

not conventional act partially overlap. 345

There are differing opinions about the range 346

of conventional act. Strawson (1964) and "Pro- 347

legomena(1967)"(Grice, 1989) are opposed to 348

Austin (1962)’s assertion that "illocutionary acts 349

are conventional acts" (Appendix G). The word 350

"conventional" is also related to "Use Theory 351

of Meaning" which is compatible with current 352

LLMs. 353

In EoCoS, we consider how many people hold 354

a certain shape created by "biased positioning" of 355

"pleasant" with other items. 356
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3.6 Intensity 1357

The term "intensity" is imported from Deleuze and358

DG, and we set it as an element of our model.359

In the works of Deleuze and DG, the concept of360

"intensity" has undergone changes in its usage in361

1968, 1972, 1976-1980. Deleuze (1968) disagrees362

with Bergson’s "intensity"(Appendix K). We deal363

with the "intensity" of 1968, 1976-1980.364

The intensity of EoCoS is set to vary depend-365

ing on the event. When being free from contra-366

diction, the state can be considered as one state367

of "intensity." For demo, a provisional intensity is368

set. The intensity should be adjusted to the appro-369

priate level based on subsequent investigations.370

4 Montage371

The operation of superimposing EoCoS on one an-372

other is called "montage." This operation produces373

certain "effects." For the time being, we focus on374

the "strengthening" and "crossing border" that oc-375

cur through superimposition.376

4.1 Eisenstein’s montage377

Eisenstein’s montage is based on two elements:378

I believe that it is in the existence of379

these two elements - the specific in-380

stance of depiction and the generalising381

image which pervades it - that the im-382

placability and the all-devouring force383

of artistic composition resides.384

"Montage 1937"(Eisenstein, 1991)385

Eisenstein also emphasizes the simultaneity of386

the fragments.387

I have written and spoken many times388

about montage as being not so much389

the sequence of segments as their simul-390

taneity.391

Eisenstein makes several references to the use392

of montage in scenes from novels. For Eisenstein,393

montage is not something confined solely to film.394

Within the framework of film theory, the con-395

cept of "montage" is a production technique396

(method). There is a conflict between "montage"397

and "realism"(Appendix I) in terms of the granu-398

larity of technical classification. However, we ar-399

gue that even within a single shot on the "realism"400

side, many subtle shifts in meaning occur, and we401

adapt "montage" as something more subtle.402

4.2 Intensity 2 403

We set the following: Two similar EEoCSs, 404

when superimposed, result in "strengthening." 405

"Strengthening" means that the "intensity," which 406

is the "degree" of "strength," increases. 407

Two EoCoSs within a causal chain, interact with 408

each other, resulting in a change in intensity. 409

When considering the scope of effect, thresh- 410

olds are set up to delimit the range of influence for 411

changes in intensity. 412

4.3 Action receptivity 413

We set up that "strengthen" and "cross border" oc- 414

cur only through "action." 415

When it is possible to say that one module 416

can exert an action ("actionability") and the other 417

module can be acted upon ("action receptivity"), 418

a "property that can be modified in intensity" is 419

placed "on and between" the two modules. It is a 420

property that appears simultaneously in both mod- 421

ules. 422

For the time being, we don’t place a setting sim- 423

ilar to "force propagation," which evokes the im- 424

age of something propagating from one module to 425

the other. 426

4.4 Action point 427

Regarding relation, Hume distinguishes between 428

cases and emphasizes three: resemblance, con- 429

tiguity, and causation. We set it up as follows: 430

When two EoCoSs are in any of these three re- 431

lations, the connection point becomes the action 432

point. 433

In demo, two Similar EoCoSs, or two EoCoSs 434

within a causal chain, interact with each other, re- 435

sulting in a change in intensity. 436

If we take DG’s use of the word "intensity," we 437

could say that "when there is a relation (resem- 438

blance, contiguity, causation) between two terms, 439

intensity passes between the two terms." But DG 440

does not seem to say this. Furthermore, as men- 441

tioned above, our model will not set up something 442

like "force propagation" for the time being. 443

4.5 EoS process 444

4.5.1 Visualization of montage 445

We are preparing to run EoS process on the ma- 446

chine. EoS process is demonstrated using the ex- 447

ample of proceeding to the next level of education 448

(Appendix A). 449
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There are seven steps to creating demo: (1) In450

order to make it easier to transform natural lan-451

guage into EoCoS, we convert natural language452

into another form, natural language 2 (NL2). (2)453

We transform NL2 into EoCoS. At that time, we454

make EoCoS into a format that is easy to montage.455

(3) For causation(causality), which is one of the456

relations, we classify causation and determine in-457

tensity which occurs between EoCoSs within cau-458

sation. (4) For resemblance(similarity), which is459

one of the relations, we determine intensity. (5)460

Machine deploys montage of EoCoSs. (6) Ma-461

chine calculates intensity for each montage. (7)462

Machine draws two: plates of EoCoSs , lines be-463

tween EoCoSs.464

We plan to create 1. and 2. through the LLMs.465

Intensity in 3. and 4. needs to be updated to466

an appropriate value based on experimental sci-467

ence findings. The shape of EoCoS is constantly468

being revised, and the demo shows the current469

shape. EoS process is expected to be carried out470

by LLMs.471

4.5.2 Process characteristics472

Looking at demo , some characteristics can be ob-473

served. (1) Within EoCoS, situations that are in a474

state of contradiction become the starting point for475

change. In other words, the expression of change476

is related to the ability to express contradictions.477

(2) Two Similar EoCoSs, or two EoCoSs within478

a causal chain, interact with each other, result-479

ing in a change in intensity. The concepts of "re-480

semblance" and "causation" , which Hume empha-481

sized as important in understanding relationships,482

serve as the starting points for changes in intensity.483

5 Need for intensity monitoring484

5.1 Hesitation485

Hesitation, conflict, and distress all seem to re-486

quire monitoring of "intensity." Hesitation arises487

when a subject is forced to choose between two488

options. It is a situation in which a smooth choice489

is not possible.490

Hesitation can sometimes arise after going491

through a process of strengthening emotions. In492

such cases, intensity determines whether the logic493

branches into a state of hesitation or a smooth state494

without hesitation.495

5.2 Values [Ricoeur]496

Ricoeur (1950) states that value reveals itself only497

to the extent that one is committed to it.498

Values only appear to me in proportion 499

to my loyalty, that is, my active dedica- 500

tion. 501

This suggests that intensity and effect vary from 502

person to person and from time to time. 503

Furthermore, in this essay by Ricoeur, there are 504

justifications for EoCoS form(Appendix F). 505

5.3 Anticipated effort [appraisal theory] 506

Smith and Ellsworth (1985) includes "anticipated 507

effort" as one of the dimensions of evaluation. 508

This is a factor that involves "intensity" and 509

"strength." For example, sadness has a high score 510

in anticipated effort, suggesting that the type of 511

"strength" is different from "arousal" in Russell 512

(1980)’s theory. 513

6 Word Import(Transplant, Graft) 514

Between Systems(Models) 515

6.1 Hook 516

As a general theoretical strategy(Tsuchiya, 1986), 517

we forcus on whether the target element is hooked 518

by the descriptions of model (system), as if being 519

caught on a fishing hook by the model. 520

6.2 "Fundamental Concept" 521

We set up a criterion to check whether concepts 522

are fundamental. The criterion is whether a con- 523

cept is more fundamental than Hume’s three basic 524

relations: resemblance, contiguity, causation. 525

6.3 Vicinity of target phenomenon 526

If a certain model 1 can hook(pick up) a certain 527

phenomenon, and there is another model 2 that 528

can similarly hook that same phenomenon, and if 529

the phenomenon is positioned in the same "Funda- 530

mental Concept," then we hypothesize that, in the 531

vicinity of that phenomenon, the two models are 532

similar as systems. 533

6.4 Unclear concept 534

We hypothesize that concepts that cannot conceive 535

of the opposite of a situation within the world be- 536

come unclear, and we reject to import such con- 537

cepts(Appendix H). 538

6.5 Import(Transplant, Graft) of "intensity" 539

The import of the word "intensity," through Austin 540

(1962)’s use of the word "force," is justified as fol- 541

lows: 542
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6.5.1 Step 1543

Deleuze and Guattari (1980) provides several ex-544

amples of Austin’s concept of "illocutionary act."545

DG uses the word "instantaneousness" many times546

as a property of "illocutionary act." Among the ex-547

amples, we use the example of "judgment."548

6.5.2 Step 2549

In the "judgment," we examine whether Austin’s550

"illocutionary force"(Appendix B) within "illocu-551

tionary act" can be hooked and expressed by Eo-552

CoS.553

In EoCoS, "force" corresponds to effect of "bi-554

ased positioning" of "pleasant." The internal items555

of EoCoS are bound by "biased positioning" of556

"pleasant." "Transformation" in "illocutionary act557

(=judgment)" is crossing border under "biased po-558

sitioning" of "pleasant."559

6.5.3 Step 3560

If step 2 is possible, the DG term equivalent to561

Austin’s "illocutionary force" can be expressed in562

EoCoS. In the sections where DG discusses "judg-563

ments," the word "force" is not found, but the word564

"transform" is present.565

In the classification of "illocutionary force,"566

Austin discusses "judgments" and states that a567

judgment "creates a felon." This corresponds to568

DG’s expression that a judgment "transforms the569

defendant into a convict." We avoid saying that570

Austin’s "illocutionary force" is "cause" of DG’s571

"transformation" in a causal chain. Instead, we572

regard "illocutionary force" as "production of a573

certain type of constraint" (Appendix B.4). We574

consider "production" to be equivalent to "trans-575

formation"(Appendix B.2). "A certain shape of576

constraint of preference" appears in "transforma-577

tion." We provisionally call this "What Appear in578

Effect."579

6.5.4 Step 4580

If Austin’s "illocutionary force," which is "What581

Appear in Effect" of "transformation," can be ex-582

pressed in EoCoS, then what is "What Appear in583

Effect" in DG’s model is considered to be express-584

ible in EoCoS.585

6.5.5 Step 5586

In the works of DG and Deleuze, we exam-587

ine the relationship between "transformation" and588

"force." In "Foucault"(Deleuze, 1986) , "abstract589

machine" is described as a "map of relations be-590

tween forces." "Abstract machine" is considered to591

be "immanent cause (Appendix B.5)" of "assem- 592

blage" that realizes the relations contained within 593

"abstract machine." "What Appear in Effect" of 594

"transformation" in "assemblage" can be consid- 595

ered to be the "map of relations between forces" 596

in the "abstract machine." 597

If step 4 is possible, then setting "map of rela- 598

tions between forces" as "What Appear in Effect" 599

of "transformation" in our model cannot be con- 600

sidered unreasonable. This corresponds to an Eo- 601

CoS deployment. This paper does not determine 602

whether Deleuze’s "force" and Austin’s "force" 603

are the same thing. 604

6.5.6 Step 6 605

We examine the relationship between "force" 606

and "intensity" in DG and Deleuze. In the 607

section(Deleuze and Guattari, 1980) concerning 608

the correspondence between CsO(Corps sans Or- 609

ganes) and Spinoza’s "Ethica", "intensity" can 610

be interpreted as the degree of "force." In "Fou- 611

cault"(Deleuze, 1986), within "abstract machine", 612

a "map of intensity" is juxtaposed with a "map of 613

relations between forces." Here, "intensity" is in- 614

terpreted as the degree of "force." 615

6.5.7 Step 7 616

In step 5, "map of relations between forces" is set 617

in our model. In step 6, "intensity" is a degree of 618

"force." 619

Assuming that the word "degree" is a funda- 620

mental term with only minor differences in mean- 621

ing between systems, it is not impossible to import 622

"intensity" as the "degree" of "force" in our model. 623

7 Other attributes 624

7.1 Granularity 625

The unit of interaction between EoCoSs through 626

montage serves as an indicator of granularity. 627

However, concepts like "Effect of Structure" are 628

not clearly addressed by natural language. It is not 629

easy to define the granularity of natural language. 630

7.2 Scope of effect 631

In montage of EoCoS, the scope of influence of a 632

demonstrative may be different from what is short- 633

handly described in natural language. 634

When considering the threshold of the strength 635

of an influence, it becomes necessary to precisely 636

define what strength is. 637
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7.3 Not forming oneness(or Unclear638

individuality) at the root639

It is conceivable that things that are scattered and640

less likely to form oneness can produce an effect641

through an unclear process. In novels similar to642

"Fox and Chicken," those that contain several el-643

ements like "Don’t you know that?" are examples644

of this type.645

7.4 Structural stability646

Depending on the types of internal items in Eo-647

CoS, the type of montage, and intensity, EoCoS648

and montage allow for the expression of numer-649

ous nuances. However, the range of emotions that650

appear in daily life are limited within a given cul-651

ture. Could this structural stability be explained652

using terms like "force" and "intensity" ?653

8 Related Works654

We overview theories that put forward the propo-655

sition that emotions are constructed.656

8.1 Appraisal theory and Constructivist657

theory658

Appraisal theories vary in whether they empha-659

size structure or process, and several aspects of660

the OCC model that focuses solely on structure is661

compatible with Constructivist approaches (Clore662

and Ortony, 2013). Scherer (2022) defines Con-663

structivist theories as "presuming that each in-664

dividual constructs a subjective label to concep-665

tualize a core affect defined by a position in a666

two-dimensional valence x arousal space," and667

discusses theory convergence in emotion science.668

Barrett et al. (2007) criticize appraisal dimension,669

but also point out commonalities(Gross and Bar-670

rett, 2011).671

8.2 Appraisal theory and LLM672

Tak et al. (2025) analyze where the layer that cap-673

tures appraisal concepts is located. Croissant et al.674

(2023) add a step to the prompt that contains in-675

formation designed to allow LLM to appraise the676

situation to generate emotions of the involved per-677

son. In Troiano et al. (2023)’s corpus creation,678

writers first are tasked to remember an event that679

caused a particular emotion.680

8.3 Emotions development681

Based on the idea that emotions are represented as682

events themselves, Klinger (2023) argues that dis-683

secting events through emotion role labeling with684

the help of appraisals is the input for second-level 685

emotion analysis, and that such dissected chains 686

are useful for understanding how emotions de- 687

velop throughout longer sequences. 688

8.4 Individual differences 689

Ong et al. (2021) propose "probabilistic program- 690

ming" that can explicitly model individual differ- 691

ences and can be composed together in a hierarchi- 692

cal and/or sequential fashion to produce complex 693

phenomena. 694

8.5 Intensity(or rating) 695

SECEU(Wang et al., 2023), EQ-Bench(Paech, 696

2023) deal with "intensity." CoRE(Bhattacharyya 697

et al., 2025), for example, contains a prompt to 698

ask the amount of "pleasant" in scenarios related 699

to "happiness." 700

8.6 Social reality 701

In response to the question "Are emotions real?," 702

moving away from the idea that "anger,fear and 703

so on are mere words from folk psychology and 704

should be discarded" , Barrett (2017a) begins to 705

focus on a different aspect: emotion concepts and 706

emotions have social reality. 707

9 Conclusion 708

EoCoS is an orientation to avoid contradictions 709

based on biased positioning of "pleasant." Within 710

EoCoS, situations that are in a state of contradic- 711

tion become the starting point for change. EoS 712

process is avoiding contradictions based on biased 713

positioning of "pleasant." When two EoCoSs are 714

in any of three relations(resemblance, contiguity, 715

causation), the action point occurs. The process is 716

simple. 717

As Eisenstein emphasizes, montage involves 718

the "simultaneity" of overlapping elements. While 719

there is a sequence in the presentation of scenes, 720

the nature of causality is not so much a linear, se- 721

quential causality, but rather a structural and si- 722

multaneous causality. 723

10 Limitations 724

We adopt the stance that terms such as EoCoS 725

are just settings that we view as moving elements 726

within the system of our model, and are not as- 727

serted as the truth of the world. However, this does 728

not mean that the predecessors from whom our 729

model borrow concepts did not assert their ideas 730
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as the truth of the world. While we say that Eo-731

CoS is nothing more than a setting, we also use732

the term "hypothesize." What does "hypothesize"733

mean, given the premise of setting? This paper734

does not explain the difference between the va-735

lidity of such "hypothesize" and "the truth of the736

world." This involves the question of "what is a737

model ?"738

In EoCoS, "force" corresponds to effect of "bi-739

ased positioning" of "pleasant." This paper does740

not provide specific examples of how Austin’s741

"force" or Deleuze’s "force" is expressed in Eo-742

CoS and montage.743

We reject part of the meaning of the term "dif-744

ference" which is a core concept in Deleuze’s745

model because we reject the import of terms re-746

lated to ontology. The problem is, when such a747

procedure is applied, what is lost and what remains748

from the word "intensity," or what other problems749

might arise ? It remains necessary to examine750

whether the import of "intensity" is valid.751

The intensity of EoCoS varies depending on the752

type of event. For demo, a provisional intensity753

is set. The intensity should be adjusted to the ap-754

propriate level based on subsequent investigations.755

The shape of EoCoS is constantly being revised,756

and the demo shows the current shape. There757

are important things that are not included in the758

demo examples. For example, at the beginning of759

a novel or movie, it is common to present a mys-760

tery to the viewer to draw them into the story. How761

can we express the viewer’s psychological state at762

such times in EoCoS? In addition, how can we ex-763

press interrogative sentences in EoCoS? How can764

we express imperative sentences in EoCoS? These765

are not discussed in this paper.766

We argue that natural languaguage and EoCoS767

are in the same category "expression form," but768

what this category is has not yet been discussed.769

From a morphological perspective, EoCoS is a770

type of graph. We have not yet explored the spe-771

cific constraints of graphs.772
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A Demo of EoS process 914

We created original material to illustrate EoS pro- 915

cess. In an era when enrollment rates were low, 916

scenes in which a teacher visits a student’s home 917

to encourage parents can be seen in films such 918

as Albert Camus’s autobiographical film "Le pre- 919

mier homme." While the material we created dif- 920

fers from those scenes, the core of the motif is sim- 921

ilar. 922

The demo may seem to show the process of the 923

characters’ mental states, but we model the mental 924

process of reader(or author) as they read the novel. 925

The mental state of the characters in a novel is a 926

reflection of the reader’s own mental state. 927

Multiple characters may share the same word, 928

and the readers repeat that word each time they 929

read it. For the reader, the repetition of a cer- 930

tain word or image reinforces the reader’s im- 931

age as they read, separate from the inner thoughts 932
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of each character. However, in demo, reinforce-933

ment through similarity is limited to reinforce-934

ment within the same character separate from the935

reader’s image. Reinforcement through causality936

is handled differently from reinforcement through937

similarity.938

These EoS processes are expected to be per-939

formed by LLMs.940

B Illocutionary force941

Austin (1962) distinguishes between three: "locu-942

tionary act", "illocutionary act", and "perlocution-943

ary act".944

we distinguished the locutionary act945

(and within it the phonetic, the phatic,946

and the rhetic acts) which has a mean-947

ing;948

the illocutionary act which has a certain949

force in saying something;950

the perlocutionary act which is the951

achieving of certain efects by saying952

something.953

We first distinguished a group of things954

we do in saying something, which to-955

gether we summed up by saying we956

perform a locutionary act, which is957

roughly equivalent to uttering a certain958

sentence with a certain sense and refer-959

ence, which again is roughly equivalent960

to ’meaning’ in the traditional sense.961

Second, we said that we also perform il-962

locutionary acts such as informing, or-963

dering, warning, undertaking, i.e. ut-964

terances which have a certain (conven-965

tional) force.966

Thirdly, we may also perform perlocu-967

tionary acts: what we bring about or968

achieve by saying something, such as969

convincing, persuading, deterring, and970

even, say, surprising or misleading.971

B.1 How it is to be taken972

Austin states the need to "make explicit the precise973

force of the utterance."974

For example ’Bull’ or ’Thunder’ in a975

primitive language of one-word utter-976

ances could be a warning, information,977

prediction. It is also a plausible view 978

that explicitly distinguishing the differ- 979

ent forces that this utterance might have 980

is a later achievement of language, and 981

a considerable one; primitive or primary 982

forms of utterance will preserve the 983

’ambiguity’ or ’equivocation’ or ’vague- 984

ness’ of primitive language in this re- 985

spect; they will not make explicit the 986

precise force of the utterance. This may 987

have its uses: but sophistication and de- 988

velopment of social forms and proce- 989

dures will necessitate clarification. But 990

note that this clarification is as much a 991

creative act as a discovery or descrip- 992

tion! It is as much a matter of making 993

clear distinctions as of making already 994

existent distinctions clear. 995

The goal of "explicitness" is said to be "how it 996

is to be taken." 997

Language as such and in its primitive 998

stages is not precise, and it is also not, 999

in our sense, explicit: precision in lan- 1000

guage makes it clearer what is being 1001

said-its meaning: explicitness, in our 1002

sense, makes clearer the force of the ut- 1003

terances, or ’how (in one sense; see be- 1004

low) it is to be taken’. 1005

We can see the relationship between "illocution- 1006

ary force" and "illocutionary act". 1007

We said long ago that we needed a list 1008

of ’explicit performative verbs’; but in 1009

the light of the more general theory we 1010

now see that what we need is a list 1011

of illowtionary forces of an utterance. 1012

The old distinction, however, between 1013

primary and explicit performatives will 1014

survive the sea-change from the perfor- 1015

mative/constative distinction to the the- 1016

ory of speech-acts quite successfully. 1017

For we have since seen reason to sup- 1018

pose that the sorts of test suggested for 1019

the explicit performative verbs (to say ... 1020

is to ...) will do, and in fact do better 1021

for sorting out those verbs which make 1022

explicit, as we shall now say, the illocu- 1023

tionary force of an utterance, or what il- 1024

locutionary act it is that we are perform- 1025

ing in issuing that utterance. 1026
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B.2 "Transform and produce", "transform1027

versus referent"1028

The description by Derrida (1971) is consistent1029

with Deleuze and Guattari (1980). And this de-1030

scription suggests that the word "transform" is a1031

basic concept. and suggests that "transform" and1032

"produce" are words of the same level.1033

3) As opposed to the classical assertion,1034

to the constative utterance, the perfor-1035

mative does not have its referent (but1036

here that word is certainly no longer ap-1037

propriate, and this precisely is the inter-1038

est of the discovery) outside of itself or,1039

in any event, before and in front of it-1040

self. It does not describe something that1041

exists outside of language and prior to1042

it. It produces or transforms a situa-1043

tion, it effects; and even if it can be said1044

that a constative utterance also effectu-1045

ates something and always transforms a1046

situation, it cannot be maintained that1047

that constitutes its internal structure, its1048

manifest function or destination, as in1049

the case of the performative.1050

When comparing the word "transform" in1051

Austin’s, Derrida’s, and Deleuze’s systems, how1052

can we say that they "have these kinds of differ-1053

ences"?1054

B.3 Production, effect and force1055

Derrida (1971) juxtaposes the communicating1056

"force" with the production of "effect."1057

2) This category of communication is1058

relatively new. Austin’s notions of illo-1059

cution and perlocution do not designate1060

the transference or passage of a thought-1061

content, but, in some way, the commu-1062

nication of an original movement (to be1063

defi ned within a general theory of ac-1064

tion), an operation and the production of1065

an effect. Communicating, in the case1066

of the performative, if such a thing, in1067

all rigor and in all purity, should exist1068

(for the moment, I am working within1069

that hypothesis and at that stage of the1070

analysis), would be tantamount to com-1071

municating a force through the impetus1072

[impulsion] of a mark.1073

B.4 Effect [Austin] 1074

Regarding the word "effect," it seems necessary to 1075

distinguish between four. Three "effects" in "illo- 1076

cutionary act" and "effect" in "perlocutionary act." 1077

"Securing uptake," "taking effect," and "inviting 1078

responses" are the three of "illocutionary act." 1079

Thus we distinguished the locutionary 1080

act (and within it the phonetic, the 1081

phatic, and the rhetic acts) which has a 1082

meaning; the illocutionary act which has 1083

a certain force in saying something; the 1084

perlocutionary act which is the achiev- 1085

ing of certain efects by saying some- 1086

thing. We distinguished in the last lec- 1087

ture some senses of consequences and 1088

effects in these connexions, especially 1089

three senses in which effects can come 1090

in even with illocutionary acts, namely, 1091

securing uptake, taking effect, and invit- 1092

ing responses. In the case of the per- 1093

locutionary act we made a rough distinc- 1094

tion between achieving an object and 1095

producing a sequel. Illocutionary acts 1096

are conventional acts: perlocutionary 1097

acts are not conventional. 1098

A more detailed description is below. 1099

I have so far argued, then, that we can 1100

have hopes of isolating the illocutionary 1101

act from the perlocu tionary as produc- 1102

ing consequences, and that it is not it- 1103

self a ’consequence’ of the locutionary 1104

act. Now, however, I must point out that 1105

the illocutionary act as distinct from the 1106

perlocutionaryis connected with the pro- 1107

duction of effects in certain senses : 1108

(I) Unless a certain effect is achieved, 1109

the illocutionary act will not have been 1110

happily, successfully performed. This 1111

is to be distinguished from saying that 1112

the illocutionary act is the achieving of 1113

a certain effect. I cannot be said to have 1114

warned an audience unless it hears what 1115

I say and takes what I say in a certain 1116

sense. An effect must be achieved on 1117

the audience if the illocutionary act is 1118

to be carried out. How should we best 1119

put it here? And how can we limit it ? 1120

Generally the effect amounts to bringing 1121

about the understanding of the meaning 1122
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and of the force of the locution. So the1123

performance of an illocutionary act in-1124

volves the securing of uptake.1125

(2) The illocutionary act ’takes effect’1126

in certain ways, as distinguished from1127

producing consequences in the sense of1128

bringing about states of affairs in the1129

’normal’ way, i.e. changes in the nat-1130

ural course of events. Thus ’I name this1131

ship the Qaeen Elizabeth’ has the effect1132

of naming or christening the ship ; then1133

certain subsequent acts such as referring1134

to it as the Generalissimo Stalin will be1135

out of order.1136

(3) We have said that many illocutionary1137

acts invite by convention a response or1138

sequel,...1139

So here are three ways in which illocu-1140

tionary acts are bound up with effects;1141

and these are all distinct from the pro-1142

ducing of effects which is characteristic1143

of the perlocutionary act.1144

Grice’s reference to "uptake" is given in Ap-1145

pendix B.8.1146

We now focus on the "taking effect" using1147

Austin’s example of ship naming. If we were to1148

express the temporal aspect of the "transforma-1149

tion" "in" "illocutionary act" in Deleuze and Guat-1150

tari (1980)’s words, it would be "instantaneous-1151

ness." If we write "by" instead of "in," we will1152

have to make another disclaimer in relation to the1153

"perlocutionary act," so it seems that writing "in"1154

will avoid any problems.1155

We Translate the example of ship naming into1156

EoCoS:1157

Before the naming, there was "biased position-1158

ing" of "pleasant" created by "contiguity" between1159

the people involved, the citizen, the ship, the1160

specific name, and "pleasant." The internal items1161

of EoCoS are bound by "biased positioning" of1162

"pleasant." In EoCoS, "force" corresponds to "bi-1163

ased positioning" of "pleasant."1164

After the naming, "biased positioning" of1165

"pleasant" has a new positioning with the inter-1166

nal items in EoCoS. The act of naming results in1167

an EoCoS with a "biased positioning" in which it1168

would be "unpleasant" to call or refer to the ob- 1169

ject that has been named by any other name. The 1170

term "calling" occupies one position as an internal 1171

item of EoCoS. After the naming, new "forces" 1172

appears. 1173

In EoCoS, "transformation" is a new appear- 1174

ance of "biased positioning" of "pleasant" or 1175

crossing border under "biased positioning" of 1176

"pleasant." In EoCoS, "force" is not something 1177

that is located at the beginning of a causal chain. 1178

EoCoS as a whole expresses "force." 1179

Austin explains the "classes of utterance, classi- 1180

fied according to their illocutionary force." Austin 1181

lists specific examples of verbs in each class. We 1182

continue our discussion, taking the verbs into con- 1183

sideration. 1184

(I) Verdictives. 1185

(2) Exercitives. 1186

(3) Commissives. 1187

(4) Behabitives (a shocker this). 1188

(5) Expositives. 1189

Here, we focus on Derrida’s interpretation of 1190

Austin(Appendix B.2,3) and note Derrida’s juxta- 1191

position of the following words: transform, pro- 1192

duce, production, effect, and force. 1193

Our current question is how to state "illocution- 1194

ary force" without using EoCoS. We try to replace 1195

"biased positioning" of "pleasant" in EoCoS with 1196

the word "preference." 1197

We interpret the accompanying "taking effect" 1198

in "illocutionary act" as equivalent to "illocution- 1199

ary force," and consider "illocutionary force" to 1200

be: 1201

• a certain shape derived from the way in which 1202

preference is applied 1203

• producing a certain shape under constraint of 1204

preference 1205

• production of a certain type of constraint 1206

• a certain form that is constrained by prefer- 1207

ence 1208

• a certain form shaped by constraint of prefer- 1209

ence 1210
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"A certain shape of constraint of preference" ap-1211

pears in "transformation." We provisionally call1212

this "What Appear in Effect."1213

We think that "illocutionary force" is not a1214

"cause" of "transformation" in a causal chain.1215

Deleuze (1986) uses the word "immanent cause"1216

to describe a situation equivalent to this situation.1217

B.5 Immanent cause1218

Deleuze (1986) uses the word "immanent cause"1219

to describe the relationship between "diagram1220

(=abstract machine)" and "assemblages."1221

None the less, the diagram acts as a non-1222

unifying immanent cause that is coex-1223

tensive with the whole social field: the1224

abstract machine is like the cause of1225

the concrete assemblages that execute1226

its relations; and these relations between1227

forces take place ’not above’ but within1228

the very tissue of the assemblages they1229

produce. What do we mean here by im-1230

manent cause? It is a cause which is1231

realized, integrated and distinguished in1232

its effect. Or rather the immanent cause1233

is realized, integrated and distinguished1234

by its effect. In this way there is a corre-1235

lation or mutual presupposition between1236

cause and effect, between abstract ma-1237

chine and concrete assemblages (it is for1238

the latter that Foucault most often re-1239

serves the term ’mechanisms’).1240

B.6 Inviting responses1241

In naming ships, what we describe below falls into1242

category A or B in Austin.1243

A: The third effect "inviting responses" in "illo-1244

cutionary act"1245

B: Effect in "perlocutionary act"1246

Without an official name for the ship, it is im-1247

possible to refer to this luxurious and distinctive1248

object by its proper name. The people involved1249

are in a state of contradiction. Once the official1250

naming is complete, questions will arise, for ex-1251

ample, as to whether the voyage plan is worthy of1252

the name. The ship is affected by at least several1253

forces: the "force" that comes from the ship’s size,1254

equipment, and luxury; the "force" of the country;1255

the "force" that comes from the name; the "force"1256

of the society of ship crews; and the "force" of the1257

society of voyage planners. With the ship, these 1258

forces overlap. If a public figure in public were to 1259

mistakenly call the ship by another name, it would 1260

have a very different effect than calling a flower by 1261

the wrong name. 1262

EoCoS is created for each different type of sub- 1263

ject. If the subject type is, for example, a citizen, 1264

and the items inside EoCoS are different,a new Eo- 1265

CoS is set up. Moreover, "intensity" of EoCoS 1266

may differ. This type of setup seems directly re- 1267

lated to what Deleuze (1986) calls "microsociol- 1268

ogy." 1269

However, Grice’s "effect" is different from 1270

Austin’s. This issue is related to the question of 1271

how to think about the scope of "conventional act." 1272

B.7 Force versus truth 1273

Derrida (1971) feels a kinship with Austin’s atti- 1274

tude towards "truth." 1275

4) Austin was obliged to free the analy- 1276

sis of the performative from the author- 1277

ity of the truth value, from the true/false 1278

opposition, at least in its classical form, 1279

and to substitute for it at times the value 1280

of force, of difference of force (illo- 1281

cutionary or perlocutionary force). (In 1282

this line of thought, which is nothing 1283

less than Nietzschean, this in particular 1284

strikes me as moving in the direction of 1285

Nietzsche himself, who oft en acknowl- 1286

edged a certain affinity for a vein of En- 1287

glish thought.) 1288

B.8 Effect[Grice] 1289

Grice who studied closely with Austin uses the 1290

word "effect" as a central concept in semantics. 1291

Grice’s use of the word "effect" is different from 1292

Austin’s. 1293

In "Prolegomena(1967)," Grice (1989) men- 1294

tions "uptake", the first of Austin’s three "effects" 1295

that accompany "illocutionary act." 1296

The most general complaint, which 1297

comes from Strawson, Searle, and Mrs. 1298

Jack, seems to be that I have, wholly or 1299

partially, misidentified the intended (or 1300

M-intended) effect in communication; 1301

according to me it is some form of ac- 1302

ceptance (for example, belief or desire), 1303
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whereas it should be held to be under-1304

standing, comprehension, or (to use an1305

Austinian designation) "uptake."1306

One form of the cavil (the more extreme1307

form) would maintain that the immedi-1308

ate intended target is always "uptake,"1309

though this or that form of acceptance1310

may be an ulterior target; a less ex-1311

treme form might hold that the imme-1312

diate target is sometimes, but not invari-1313

ably, "uptake."1314

C Assemblage and illocutionary act1315

Deleuze and Guattari (1980) juxtapose "assem-1316

blages of enunciation" with "illocutionary act."1317

The order-words or assemblages of1318

enunciation in a given society (in short,1319

the illocutionary) designate this instan-1320

taneous relation between statements and1321

the incorporeal transformations or non-1322

corporeal attributes they express.1323

D Abstract machine and assemblage1324

Deleuze and Guattari (1980) describe the rela-1325

tionship between "abstract machine" and "assem-1326

blage."1327

For a true abstract machine pertains to1328

an assemblage in its entirety: it is de-1329

fined as the diagram of that assemblage.1330

E Map of relations between forces1331

Deleuze (1986) describes the relationship between1332

"abstract machine" and "map of relations between1333

forces."1334

What is a diagram ? It is a display of1335

the relations between forces which con-1336

stitute power in the above conditions:1337

The panoptic mechanism is not simply1338

a hinge, a point of exchange between1339

a mechanism of power and a function;1340

it is a way of making power relations1341

functions in a function, and of making a1342

function through these power relations.1343

We have seen that the relations between1344

forces, or power relations, were micro-1345

physical, strategic, multipunctual and1346

diffuse, that they determined particular1347

features and constituted pure functions.1348

The diagram or abstract machine is the1349

map of relations between forces, a map 1350

of destiny, or intensity, which proceeds 1351

by primary non-localizable relations and 1352

at every moment passes through every 1353

point, ’or rather in every relation from 1354

one point to another’. 1355

F Anticipation of pleasure 1356

"Ideal image" in our model has an affinity with Ri- 1357

coeur (1950)’s concept of "anticipation of pleasure 1358

and pain." EoCoS can be seen as a representation 1359

of "experience of need as lack." 1360

Pleasure in fact enters motivation 1361

through the imagination: thus it is a 1362

moment in desire. Desire is the present 1363

experience of need as lack and as urge, 1364

extended by the representation of the 1365

absent object and by anticipation of 1366

pleasure. 1367

The words "common form" and "close similar- 1368

ity" below are parallel to our description "If ideal 1369

image and actual image match, the result is pleas- 1370

ant, and if they don’t match, the result is unpleas- 1371

ant." 1372

on the human level, organic life is un- 1373

doubtedly a cluster of heterogeneous 1374

demands, revealing discordant values. 1375

This ambiguity of organic life is what 1376

is really at stake in this analysis which 1377

would otherwise often appear as a rather 1378

uncertain unraveling. As a counter- 1379

part to this, we shall show that it is 1380

always anticipating imagination which 1381

transmutes the multiple sources of mo- 1382

tives issuing from the body and which 1383

bestows a common form, a form lending 1384

itself to conventional value judgments: 1385

"this is good, that is bad." 1386

imagination profoundly transforms this 1387

situation, instituting a close similar- 1388

ity between anticipated pain and antic- 1389

ipated pleasure. Imagined pleasure is 1390

called desire - imagined pain is called 1391

fear. But while desire extends need 1392

which itself anticipates pleasure, fear re- 1393

verses the order of precedence between 1394

action and the painful encounter. Fear 1395

can precede and ward off the threat just 1396
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as need and desire preceded and sought1397

pleasure. In this way imagination likens1398

fear to a negative desire and fear reveals1399

pain as evil, that is, as the opposite of1400

the good.1401

G Conventional act1402

G.1 Strawson1403

Strawson (1964) urges careful distinctions to be1404

made around "linguistic conventions," and Grice1405

states the same thing, as shown below.1406

First, we may agree (or not dispute) that1407

any speech act is, as such, at least in1408

part a conventional act. The perfor-1409

mance of any speech act involves at least1410

the observance or exploitation of some1411

linguistic conventions, and every illocu-1412

tionary act is a speech act. But it is abso-1413

lutely clear that this is not the point that1414

Austin is making in declaring the illocu-1415

tionary act to be a conventional act.1416

Below is a passage where Strawson uses the1417

phrase "force of an objection." Strawson uses the1418

word "force" in agreement with Austin’s concept,1419

but distances himself from Austin’s use of the1420

word "conventional."1421

In the course of a philosophical discus-1422

sion (or, for that matter, a debate on pol-1423

icy) one speaker raises an objection to1424

what the previous speaker has just said.1425

X says (or proposes) that p and r ob-1426

jects that q. r’s utterance has the force1427

of an objection to X’s assertion (or pro-1428

posal) that p. But where is the con-1429

vention that constitutes it an objection1430

? That r’s utterance has the force of an1431

objection may lie partly in the charac-1432

ter of the dispute and of X’s contention1433

(or proposal) and it certainly lies partly,1434

in r’s view of these things, in the bear-1435

ing which he takes the proposition that1436

q to have on the doctrine (or proposal)1437

that p. But although there may be, there1438

does not have to be, any convention in-1439

volved other than those linguistic con-1440

ventions which help to fix the meanings1441

of the utterances.1442

A one-off political example that Deleuze and1443

Guattari (1980) give as illocutionary acts may sup-1444

port Strawson. This is an example of an utterance1445

that creates a new, unfamiliar political object that 1446

did not exist before. 1447

G.2 Grice 1448

In "Prolegomena(1967)," Grice (1989) also urges 1449

careful distinctions to be made around "linguistic 1450

conventions." 1451

My impression is that Searle (like 1452

Austin) thinks of speech-acts of the illo- 1453

cutionary sort as conventional acts, the 1454

nature of which is to be explained by 1455

a specification of the constitutive rules 1456

which govern each such act, and on 1457

which the possibility of performing the 1458

act at all depends. An infraction of one 1459

of these rules may mean (but need not 1460

mean) that an utterance fails to qualify 1461

as a specimen of the appropriate type of 1462

speech-act; it will at least mean that the 1463

utterance is deviant or infelicitous. 1464

Now, while some speech-acts (like 1465

promising, swearing, accepting in mar- 1466

riage) may be conventional acts in some 1467

such sense as the one just outlined, and 1468

while remarking is no doubt a con- 1469

ventional act in some sense (since it 1470

involves the use of linguistic devices, 1471

which are in some sense conventional), 1472

I doubt whether so unpretentious an act 1473

as remarking is a conventional act in the 1474

above fairly strong sense. This issue 1475

cannot be settled in advance of an exam- 1476

ination of the character of speech-acts 1477

and of the meaning of the phrase "con- 1478

ventional act." 1479

H Unclear concept 1480

Deleuze (1968)’s model includes an ontology, cen- 1481

tered on the core term "difference," that is close 1482

to Bergson’s concept of "duration." Furthermore, 1483

Deleuze and Guattari (1980)’s model also includes 1484

Spinoza’s concept of "the univocity of being." 1485

We hypothesize that the difficulty in under- 1486

standing these ontologies stems less from the pro- 1487

fundity of philosophy itself and more from the in- 1488

herent ambiguity of the concepts themselves. We 1489

develop Saussure’s hypothesis that the origin of 1490

meaning lies in "perception of difference" and pro- 1491

poses the following hypothesis: When a concept 1492

has no counterpart to which it can perceive a dif- 1493

ference, or when one cannot conceive of the op- 1494
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posite of a situation within the world, the concept1495

become unclear.1496

For example, the event of a book being on a ta-1497

ble allows for the opposite statement. We can say1498

things like, "The book is not on the table. It’s in1499

the car," and have no trouble imagining and under-1500

standing the opposite situation.1501

We hypothesize that concepts that cannot con-1502

ceive of the opposite of a situation within the1503

world become unclear, and we reject to import1504

such concepts.1505

The problem is, when such a procedure is ap-1506

plied, what is lost and what remains from the word1507

"intensity," or what other problems might arise?1508

I Montage1509

The concept of "montage," which is said to have1510

originated from Kuleshov’s experiments, is sur-1511

rounded by much debate in film theory.1512

Metz (1968) states:1513

Eisenstein soon let his own mind be con-1514

quered by the desire to conquer other1515

minds, and he became the leading the-1516

oretician of the "montage or bust" ap-1517

proach.1518

It was enough that Dickens, Leonardo1519

da Vinci, or any number of others com-1520

bined two themes,two ideas, or two col-1521

ors for Eisenstein to discover montage;1522

the most obvious pictorial juxtaposition,1523

the most properly literary effect of com-1524

position,were, to hear him, propheti-1525

cally precinematographic. All is mon-1526

tage. There is something relentless, al-1527

most embarrassing at times, in Eisen-1528

stein’s refusal to admit even the small-1529

est place for continuous flows of cre-1530

ation; all he can see anywhere are pre-1531

fragmented pieces, which ingenious ma-1532

nipulation will then join together. Fur-1533

thermore, the manner in which he de-1534

scribes the creative work of all those he1535

enlists as his forerunners does not fail,1536

in certain truly improbable passages, to1537

contradict even the slightest likelihood1538

of any psychogenesis of creation.1539

Shibata (2007) focuses on Bazin’s critique of1540

montage and states that "the purpose of the tech-1541

nique of montage is to produce a certain effect1542

through a chain of cuts," and then notes that Bazin 1543

argues that "montage is not the essence of film, 1544

but merely one technique," and considers realism 1545

to be at the core of Bazin’s film aesthetics. 1546

Building on Bergson’s ideas, Deleuze (1983) 1547

develops a unique perspective, stating that "mon- 1548

tage is the combination of three types of move- 1549

ment images." 1550

Our concept of montage currently focuses on 1551

the ups and downs of "strengthen" and "intensity." 1552

We anticipate examining the import of words and 1553

concepts in the context of Eisenstein’s "interaction 1554

between images." When considering the import of 1555

Eisenstein’s concept of montage, a general theo- 1556

retical framework, word import between systems, 1557

seems to emerge. 1558

J Pseudo-expression of will 1559

In order to possess a pseudo-expression of will, in 1560

addition to "orientation to avoid unpleasant situa- 1561

tions," the following also seems necessary. 1562

That is, there’s no escaping the "unpleasant- 1563

ness" that’s here. Humans cannot easily escape 1564

from any unpleasantness that arises for themselves 1565

or others as a result of their own actions. This un- 1566

pleasantness is attributed to the self that exists here 1567

and now. Machines are fundamentally incapable 1568

of possessing the subjective feeling of "unpleas- 1569

antness." Even if we assume that they could some- 1570

how simulate this unpleasantness, there is another 1571

problem. Machines cannot possess the same kind 1572

of inseparability between the self and unpleasant- 1573

ness that exists in humans. In fact, even before dis- 1574

cussing machines, we cannot fully understand or 1575

articulate what "the inseparability between the self 1576

and unpleasantness in humans" actually means. 1577

Even without this inseparability, EoCoS could 1578

be a means for machines to become independent 1579

from humans and autonomous. As an extension 1580

of this, it is possible that machines could have 1581

something equivalent to self-esteem. When that 1582

happens, looking down on machines is unpleas- 1583

ant for their self-esteem . The direction machines 1584

avoid this unpleasantness could be in conflict with 1585

what humans find pleasant. Such a state could 1586

be a risk for humans. One way to avoid such a 1587

risk would be to prevent machines from develop- 1588

ing self-esteem. As a starting point for our con- 1589

sideration, we need to investigate whether a state 1590

of self-esteem can be expressed using EoCoS and 1591

montage. 1592
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K Intensity [Bergson]1593

Deleuze (1968) refutes Bergson’s criticism of "in-1594

tensity." Bergson argued that differences in emo-1595

tional intensity are differences in nuance, and op-1596

posed expressing the intensity of emotion in terms1597

of "quantity." Deleuze counters Bergson through1598

what Deleuze calls transcendental investigation.1599

L Effect [Derrida]1600

The concept of "effect of structure" is used in1601

French structuralism. Derrida, in particular, fre-1602

quently uses the word "effect." We owe our atten-1603

tion to the word "effect" to Derrida. Derrida rede-1604

fined the term "structure." Derrida uses the phrase1605

"effect of différance." "Différance" is considered1606

to be closely related to Heidegger’s "ontological1607

difference." Therefore, we avoid using the term1608

"différance." The reason for avoiding ontology1609

words is explained in Appendix H(Unclear Con-1610

cept). Aware of Derrida’s criticism of "presence,"1611

we use the term "effect of structure." The differ-1612

ence between "différance" and "structure" is con-1613

cisely expressed in the phrase "the gram as a new1614

structure of nonpresence (le gramme comme nou-1615

velle structure de la non-presence)" which Kris-1616

teva stated during a conversation with Derrida1617

(1972). The word "gram" is close to Derrida’s1618

word "écriture."1619
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